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Abstract

This study analyzes the evolution of targeting organizations to identify their
strengths and evaluate their impact on future organizations. While both strategic and
tactical targeting are discussed, the primary emphasis is on the former. On the eve of its
entry to World War II, the Army Air Corps did not even have an intelligence
organization. The air forces had to learn how to get passed bureaucratic infighting to
ensure dissemination of targeting information to all applicable agencies. As the war drew
to a close, Air Force planners saw the necessity of unified effort and attempted to
centralize the targeting function. The Korean War brought more problems to the surface
for targeteers. Should the commander-in-chief's staff direct the targeting of air forces or
should the air component commander handle it? The creation of the Joint Strategic
Target Planning Staff in 1960 brought all strategic nuclear targeting under one roof and
apparently worked well. Now the question is whether we should bring non-nuclear
strategic targeting into a centralized organization. Desert Storm showed the potential for
centralized targeting from the United States due to modern communications and
cooperation among the Services. Therefore, this study proposes creation of a centralized
targeting organization in order to be prepared for rapid execution of strategic aerial
warfare against any number of potential adversaries.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Saddam Hussein's bold move into Kuwait in August 1990 caught most of the
world by surprise. Although various U.S. intelligence organizations had indications of
the Iraqi buildup, and some of the senior planners and intelligence analysts saw this
concentration of military might as a “genuine harbinger of trouble,”! the actual invasion
found Central Command virtually unprepared to respond. Had Hussein decided to press
the attack into Saudi Arabia, would we have been able to slow him down? Did we know
what targets in his country were vital to his military effectiveness? How much notice
must we be given in order to thoroughly examine an adversary and identify those
particular targets whose destruction will have the greatest impact? And who should have
the responsibility of choosing those targets?

The United States' military establishment has wrestled with the questions of target
selection on numerous occasions. Prior to the Combined Bomber Offensive of World
War II, competing groups of civilians and military experts sent conflicting
recommendations to the military commanders.2 The conflict in Korea saw the Navy
disassociate itself from the Air Force planners because the Navy felt it could do a better
job of targeting.> The Vietnam War showed us a president and his closest advisors who
selected the targets for destruction. During the Gulf War, senior Air Force planners at
the Pentagon sent a liaison officer to Riyadh to get an independent view of the
operations. Central Command (CENTCOM) commanders dubbed him “the Pentagon
spy” and refused to cooperate with him.*

The central question is: who should develop the target list? Is it better to let each
unified commander produce a list of the targets within that particular theater? Or should
a group at the Air Staff, the Joint Staff, or possibly the Department of Defense level
prepare target lists for all commands? Should a distinction be made about who selects
“tactical” versus “strategic” targets? Should B-52 targeting be conducted by one agency
while F-16 targeting is done by another?

In order to gain the most benefit from airpower, there needs to be a systematic

method of determining which targets, if destroyed, will force the enemy to capitulate



most quickly. That is the purpose of targeting -- a process which designates targets and
applies weapons as dictated and constrained by doctrine, strategy, force structure, and
capabilities.>

In searching for answers, certain distinctions must be made. Is there a difference

between targets types -- what separates “tactical” from “strategic” targets? What about
weapons -- should they be broken into similar divisions? Is there a set of circumstances
which favor a centralized organization over a decentralized one? What functions call for
centralization? Could a decentralized organization produce equivalent results? And,
finally, should there be a relationship between organizational structure and target type?
In an attempt to resolve the question of organizational/targeting links, the advantages and
disadvantages of certain organizational structures need to be examined. After discussing
these aspects of organizational theory, target types and the targeting function must be
defined. Then, the history of various targeting organizations will show how the U.S.
military has battled over the targeting issue over the years. Finally, is there sufficient
reason to consolidate worldwide strategic targeting in a centralized organization
responsible for the creation and maintenance of target lists for all potential enemies of the
United States?

Answering the targeting questions will be no easy task. The evolution of
targeting organizations was a painful experience during the Air Force's formative years,
and further changes will run into resistance at many levels. As the Italian air theorist,
Giulio Douhet, recognized back in the 1920s: “The choice of enemy targets . . . is the

most delicate operation in aerial warfare. . . .”6
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Chapter 2

Centralization or Decentralization?

The targeting process may be conducted at any level -- from the fighting units in
theater to a central organization, far removed from the battlefield. There are certain
advantages, as well as disadvantages, to delegating the targeting function to the unit
level. The same can be said for centralizing this process. But before going into the
differences between centralization and decentralization and the variables which impact
the organizational structure question, two terms require definition.

When discussing the qualities of a good organization, many people confuse the
terms efficiency and effectiveness. Efficiency deals with the best return per unit of input.
An efficient process produces more output per unit of input than an inefficient process.
The object is to maximize output, minimize input, or both. On the other hand,
effectiveness deals with producing the right product. If the process achieves the goals
established by the organization, it is effective. The two terms are not synonymous. An
efficient process may not be effective if the final product is not what the organization
desires, regardless of the ratio of input to output.! Clearing up an misunderstanding of
these terms is important because “the arguments advanced for centralization are generally
based on efficiency. In contrast, the arguments for decentralization deal with
effectiveness.”

When Congress passed the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, it
empowered the Secretary of Defense to create new agencies or “entities” in the name of

both efficiency and effectiveness.

Whenever the Secretary of Defense determines it will be advantageous to
the government in terms of effectiveness, economy or efficiency, he shall
provide for the carrying out of any supply or service activity common to
more than one military department by a single agency or such other
organizational entities as he deems appropriate.3



The basic goals of this reorganization were to improve support for combat forces,
to improve and streamline administrative procedures while reducing time lags in the
decision-making process, and to reduce undesirable duplication among similar agencies
in different services.*

These goals sound like suitable ones for a good targeting organization. But will
they be best attained through centralization or decentralization? Before making a
decision of this magnitude, the advantages and disadvantages of each must be examined.

Centralization offers many advantages to an organization. They include:
economies of scale, consolidation of expertise, maximum conformity and integration,
consolidation of leadership, potential for better decisions, and standardization of output>

One of the most obvious advantages of centralization is economy of scale. The
argument is for reduced cost by consolidating many lower functions at a higher level. If
all targeting is accomplished at one agency, the lower levels may be cut back or totally
eliminated.

While functions can be brought together at a higher level, so can the expertise of
individual people. Digesting multi-source information and gleaning any applicable
targeting data calls for an experienced analyst. Instead of thinly spreading these talented
analysts amongst the various commands, it probably makes more sense to bring the
expertise into one agency.

With all personnel in one location, an organization may achieve maximum
conformity of working standards and ensure smooth integration from all parts of the work
force. All the decisions are made at one point, ensuring no confusion as to objectives.

Since all the decisions are made at the one point, the leadership of the
organization can exert strong control. And, provided the leader has extensive experience
in the operation of the organization, the potential for better decisions exists.

These decisions have a direct impact on the end product. Decentralized agencies

tend to customize their product based upon the changing desires of the users. By placing



all targeting under one organization, the output would be uniform. A standardized format
could be developed, taking into account the inputs from all the users to develop a product
acceptable to everyone. It is important not to concentrate on a standardized output
without first listening to the “customers”. “If the clients are not consulted prior to the
implementation of some standardized procedure or product, the organization may find
itself in a situation of producing something no one will [use].”¢

While these advantages of centralization are valid, we must not forget that there
are always some negative aspects which need to be examined. Consolidation of
numerous subordinate functions into one large organization presents the possibility of
swamping certain individuals with too much information from too many sources. By
bringing all the targeting functions into one organization, our centralized agency would
be responsible for analyzing intelligence data to determine targets in all countries of the
world. Information overload is a distinct possibility.

Besides dealing with tremendous amounts of information, a centralized
organization might lose the flexibility offered by smaller agencies. If a certain user has a
new requirement, the centralized organ needs to coordinate any proposed changes with
all users of the end product. This need to coordinate amongst various clients may give
the various users the impression the centralized organization is dictating what the product
will be instead of providing what they need. The customers may see the service
organization as too authoritarian to suit their purposes. Instead of asking what the users
want, a centralized agency may get in the habit to telling them what they will get.

As decision making is forced to the top levels of a centralized structure,
innovation and initiative are squelched further down the corporate ladder. There is very
little incentive for middle- and lower-level managers to try new approaches, since there is
little room for movement within the executive ranks. Why try a new approach when

there are no rewards to be given if it succeeds?.



Putting too much emphasis on centralization can also dampen the worker's drive
for improvement and responsibility taking. In 1962, a subcommittee of the House Armed
Services Committee reported, “The imposition and operation of an overcentralized
system will eventually also result in breeding mediocrity of its members. . . . It will
attract those who prefer to rely on others to do their thinking and deciding for them.””

One final disadvantage of centralization is that it can lead to large staffs and staff
layering. As the decision-making power is consolidated, the one making the decisions
may required more and more support to screen incoming data and ensure only the most
pertinent information goes through.

While there are many positive and negative aspects of centralization, one must
also consider the advantages and disadvantages of decentralization. Advantages of
decentralization include: faster, more responsive decisions, greater flexibility, more
initiative at lower levels, reduced coordination efforts, reduced administration, and
redundant capabilities.®

By moving decision making down the structure, response time is cut as the person
making the decision is closer to the situation. The organization can react more quickly in
this arrangement than if it had to route all decisions through a central location.

In addition to more rapid decisions, decentralization can lead to greater flexibility
in dealing with problems. A small unit is able to adapt to unexpected circumstances with
more ease than a large, cumbersome organization.

Flexibility is often the byproduct of innovation. As responsibility and functions
are dispersed throughout the agency, individuals can express an amount of initiative
rarely seen in centralized structures. Given the opportunity to “show their stuff,” some
employees will take risks and make valuable, new contributions in the process.

More autonomy leads to a reduction in the coordination game. Since not every
aspect of a decentralized organization must be standardized, the costs of ensuring all sub-

units are performing identically are eliminated.



Also eliminated is much of the administrative work at the headquarters. With
each dispersed portion of the whole responsible for its own operations, those at
headquarters do not have to deal with the day-to-day minutiae.

Several of the smaller agencies, when decentralized, might perform identical
functions, but with a focus on certain areas. If for some reason one of the units failed to
operate, the others could pick up the slack. This redundancy could avert a catastrophic
failure which might occur if there was only one unit performing a critical function.

Decentralization offers many advantages, but there are some drawbacks as well.
Included among these are duplication of effort, localized use of expertise, difficulty in
standardizing change, and lack of uniformity in decisions or output.?

If two agencies perform similar functions, but in separate locations, this
duplication of effort is wasteful. The resources and manpower required to maintain these
duplicate operations can be a drain on the parent organization.

Separate operating locations demand the careful disbursement of expertise and
specialized equipment. If there are but two experts at a certain procedure and more than
that number of operations requiring their services, how are they to be assigned? Some
units will not function as well as those that get the expertise.

When changes are necessary throughout a decentralized organization, it is
difficult to ensure all sub-units react the same way. Detailed instructions go to
subordinate managers, who must all interpret the instructions similarly. The possibility
for confusion exists.

If changes are hard to coordinate and some agencies have experts while others do
not, the potential for a lack of uniformity in decision making or end products is quite
high.

The following table summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of both

centralization and decentralization.



CENTRALIZATION

Advantages
- Economy of scale

- Consolidation of expertise

- Maximize conformity and
integration

- Strong leadership

- Better decisions

- Standardized output

Disadvantages
- Information overload

- Reduced flexibility
- Lack of innovation
- Breeds mediocrity

DECENTRALIZATION

Advantages
- Quicker, better-quality decisions

- Greater flexibility

- Encourages initiative

- Reduced coordination

- Reduced administration
- Redundant capabilities

Disadvantages
- Duplication of effort

- Localization of expertise
- Difficulty of standardized change
- Lack of uniformity

- Large staffs

Table 1

All these plusses and minuses need to be considered before any decision is made
concerning the appropriate structure for any given organization. There are many
variables which dictate how much weight should be given to certain advantages or
disadvantages when deciding the issue.

The purpose and goals of the organization are foremost. A simple product may be
produced at various dispersed locations, but a highly complex process needs to be
centralized. Large organizations have different needs than smaller ones. Time pressures
and the criticality of standardized output must be factored in.

With all these factors to consider, is there a preferred structure for targeting
functions? Should there be a difference between tactical and strategic targeting? Before
we can evaluate the merits of centralization versus decentralization in the targeting
process, we must study the targeting function to see if there is a relationship between

targeting and organizational structure.
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Chapter 3

Targeting and Organizational Structure

From its inception, the United States Army Air Service (later, the Army Air Corps, and,
presently the Air Force), traditionally built flying units from aircraft with similar
capabilities. As technology evolved and aircraft became more specialized, Air Force
planners assigned certain air assets into strategic or tactical commands based on their
ability to perform specific missions. That line was distinctly clear as the Strategic Air
Command (SAC) assumed the bombing role and had very little to do with the fighter-
oriented Tactical Air Command (TAC).

But these lines were not as distinct as many assumed. “Strategic” bombers (B-29 and B-
52) played a critical part in successfully stopping the North Korean advance on Pusan!
and breaking the siege of Khe Sanh? by attacking enemy supply lines and forces --
inherently tactical missions. Likewise, F-111s attacked strategic leadership bunkers as
well as individual tanks during Desert Storm.> The important point is that the weapon
system used to conduct the attack is irrelevant. A weapon system is neither inherently
strategic nor tactical -- that designation is determined by the mission and the target.

The impact of target destruction on the conflict as a whole determines whether the
target is “strategic” or “tactical”. An immediate impact on the outcome of the battlefield
situation indicates a tactical target. A much longer-lasting and more widespread result
signifies a strategic target. Tactical targets are those “whose destruction will affect
surface operations directly and immediately, though limited in scope and time.”*
Examples of tactical targets include enemy troop, supply, artillery, and armor
concentrations; oil, fuel, and ammunition dumps in the combat area; forward enemy
airfields; rail bridges, lines, heads, and yards leading into the combat area; and highways
and highway bridges.

On the other hand, the destruction of strategic targets, while also directly affecting
surface operations, takes more time to be felt on the battlefield. Although the results are
not as immediate as the destruction of tactical targets, the impact is “more encompassing
and enduring” -- affecting the entire war, not just a particular battle.> Examples of

strategic targets include factories producing oil, rubber, aircraft, steel, armor, and
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munitions; entire transportation systems; power and electric industries; and the

population's morale -- the vitals of the enemy's war effort.

Targeting

This division of target types is necessary because they have different
characteristics, and these characteristics impact the targeting process. Tactical targets
tend to change depending on the ebb and flow of the battle. As the scene of the fighting
changes, so does the location of troop concentrations, supply depots, roads and rails into
the combat area. These targets cannot be pre-planned; they must be identified with the
changing situation on the battlefield. In targeting terms, the probability of target
perishability is high, meaning there is a strong likelihood that the value of the target will
significantly decrease over time.® The commanders involved in the battle are best suited
to identify and plan the attack against these fleeting tactical targets. Response time is
often critical in dealing with them.

Strategic targets, on the other hand, tend to be easier to find. While large
concentrations of enemy reserves, mobile missile launchers, and ballistic missile
submarines may prove difficult to locate, a majority of strategic targets are not going
anywhere. The factories, the marshaling yards, the power plants are fixed installations.
Since these targets can be identified before a conflict begins, this allows “pre-selection
made with due consideration of the overall strategy of the war plan. Initial selections in
this case are made on a level where such plans are available” -- at the Joint Chiefs level
or even higher.” Strategic attack “can only assume significance if it is so designed and
directed that the damage wrought to the enemy's war industries is felt directly by the
military forces that he has or can put in the field against us.”®

Categorizing targets as either strategic or tactical is but one small aspect of the
targeting process. The necessity of accurate target selection is unquestionably one of the
most critical functions an air force must conduct prior to launching an effective air
campaign. Equally important is the timing of when this target selection can be made. “In
the field of strategic intelligence, and particularly for selection of targets . . . at the very

start of hostilities, there is an imperative need for complete and accurate information.”
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In October 1948, a student at the Air Command and Staff College wrote of the
vital nature of target selection. He said if we determine the value of the individual inputs
to a strategic air campaign by costs in terms of time, money, and resources, or the amount
of effort required, we might decide that many factors are more important than target
selection. But if we instead weigh the contribution to the ultimate goal -- “capitulation of
the enemy [brought about by] air action against the vital points of its national structure --
we see that target selection . . . takes a position of extreme importance.” Target selection
is a vital aspect to determining whether the vast national treasure put into our air force
will bring substantial dividends, whether the effort by all the aircraft industry workers
and incalculable natural resources will pay off or merely be wasted on harassment of the
enemy, and whether the risk of American lives can be held to a minimum.!0

In order to deal effectively with the delicate process of targeting, American
military planners have tried to develop a systematic way of collecting intelligence,
selecting targets, and identifying the best weapons to destroy the chosen targets. Douhet
didn't think it was possible to formulate a regimented process to accomplish this process,
writing that “no hard and fast rules can be laid down on this aspect of aerial warfare.” He
said there were too many circumstances -- material, moral, and psychological -- which
were of real importance, but too difficult to estimate, to provide even the most general
outline for target selection. Douhet recognized the value of insight, concluding, “[i]t is
just here, in grasping the imponderables, in choosing enemy targets, that future
commanders of Independent Air Forces will show their ability.”!!

Contrary to Douhet's premise, we have tried to grasp the imponderables and develop a
systematic method of target planning.

The targeting process, as described in Air Force Pamphlet 200-17 (AFP 200-17),
An Introduction to Air Force Targeting, “involves a sequence of steps by which target
intelligence and target materials are produced (through the fusion and analysis of
multiple sources of intelligence) and used to support operational decision-making and
force employment.”!2 Some of the steps referred to above may include: developing
targeting strategies and concepts, locating and identifying targets, developing target lists,
prioritizing targets, determining the most suitable weapon to damage a particular target,

and producing maps, tables, and other targeting materials.!3
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This concept of target identification and classification rests firmly on the
foundation of intelligence. For without the necessary information, identifying what the
potential targets are and where they are located would be impossible, making any air
force impotent in a war. AFP 200-17 states that intelligence on enemy offensive and
defensive capabilities, posture, and intentions are required, as well as information on
their installations and facilities. Other critical data concerns time and target perishability
constraints.!* The necessary intelligence comes from all sources. Whether collected by
the National Security Agency, Central Intelligence Agency, Defense Intelligence
Agency, service intelligence commands, or any other source, pertinent data must be made
available to the targeting process in a timely manner. As pointed out by Lt Gen Horner,
the Joint Force Air Component Commander during the Gulf War, “[t]he close integration
of national, regional and local collection capabilities and analysis is essential to the
battlefield management decision-making process.”!3

It is up to target analysts to collate the data and determine the value of the
collected information. If the analysis indicates a particular installation from the
intelligence database might impact a present or future conflict, it may be put on a list of
possible targets. These targets are not placed on the list by whim; the analysts follow
strict guidance as to what constitutes a possible target. Nor are all targets of equal
importance. Attacking one type of target may not produce the same impact on the war as
attacking another. “Consequently, determining which targets are the key targets to be
struck is one of the most important functions in targeting.”'¢ The targeteer must
prioritize targets on the list..

The targeteer's job does not end with the production of a prioritized list of targets,
no matter how accurate that list. Not all weapons employ the same damage mechanism,
and, therefore, do not damage a given structure to the same degree. The targeteer must
try to find the best match between available weapons and the target -- a process called
weaponeering. Air Force Manual 11-1, US Air Force Glossary of Standard Terms,
defines weaponeering as “the process of determining the quantity of a specific type of
weapon required to achieve a specific level of damage to a given target, considering
target vulnerability, weapon effects, munition delivery errors, damage criteria,

probability of kill, weapon reliability, etc.”!” Weaponeering is not something that can be
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accomplished at a moment's notice. “Weaponeering, like the rest of the targeting
process, is most reliable when there is enough time for a systematic analysis of the target
components, weapons effectiveness, etc.”!® In crisis situations, a raw target list may be
sent to the field, placing the burden of weaponeering on the user. During the initial days
of Desert Shield, the Pentagon helped produce a rough-cut target list, but it was up to
Generals Horner and Glosson to refine the list and “figure out which weapon or delivery
system was appropriate for each.”'® The end products of this process include “validated
target nominations (in order of priority)” as well as recommendations as to weapon
selection.??

The targeting process, then, begins with intelligence. Simply put, intelligence
experts comb through the mountains of information available on a given country. This
information may come from open sources like brochures on the country, commercially
available maps, and everyday literature. Other sources might include blueprints of
factories, interviews with people from that country, and clandestine operations. The
targeting organization is not responsible for collecting the intelligence, but analyzing it
for pertinent information. Once the analysis identifies a certain target, it needs to be
catalogued and prioritized. The targeting organization can then calculate the weapons
and aim points which would produce the damage level necessary to render the target
ineffective. “Each target set should have aimpoints appropriate to each weapon type
being considered so that each weapon, if selected, will maximize its damage ability.”?!
The list of potential targets and weapons combinations helps a commander decide what
will be hit and by what weapon.

Now that the targeting process is clear, we must determine who is best qualified
to perform that function. Should each command have its own targeting experts or should

there be one centralized targeting agency for all targets?
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Structure of Targeting Organizations

As the battle lines ebb and flow, tactical targets appear, but possibly for only a
short period of time. Enemy troop concentrations, bridges into the immediate battle area,
enemy supply buildups all require prompt action by forces in the immediate vicinity.
Target identification and attack must occur quickly while the opportunity presents itself.
Situations like this call for quick, responsive targeting cells located near the action. The
ground forces, working in close coordination with the air forces, can designate those
targets that, if destroyed, will have an immediate impact on the battlefield situation. It
doesn't make sense for some group, far removed from the situation, to try and select
which targets demand attack. Tactical targets should be determined by those doing the
fighting at the front. Air Force Pamphlet 200-18, Intelligence: Target Intelligence
Handbook - Unclassified Targeting Principles, sums it up well: “Generally, tactical
operations are decentralized, requiring equipment, data bases, and trained personnel at
several locations. Mobility, flexibility, durability, and low cost are desirable when
operating in this mode.”2?

While tactical targets demand immediate action, many strategic targets, on the
other hand, can be identified long before missions are flown. Most strategic targets are
not going to move about like tactical targets. Enemy leadership centers, POL industries,
power generation facilities, transportation centers, and the like are easily identified.
These fixed targets “can be observed, identified, categorized, analyzed, and included in
studies and on lists in preparation for any potential conflict.”?3 “Since time and
information are always critically short on the battlefield, peacetime is the best time to
acquire and organize the detailed knowledge of potential enemies and battlefields.”?*

Another reason to centralize strategic targeting is the criticality of the product.
Focusing on the wrong targets can result in wasted national treasure and the loss of
additional Americans lives. Former Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, on

centralization in relation to the importance of the outcome:

There is nothing innately desirable about centralization. But the fact
remains that when national security decisions affect broad interests they
must be made from a central point, not from subordinate points each
specially concerned with one part of the forest -- and not even by a
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committee made up of representatives of the different parts of the forest.
For the nature of committees is to compromise their special interests,
which is not the same as making the decision from the point of view of the
national interest.23

In view of the above discussion, we can conclude there is a definite relationship between
organizational structure and 